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1999. The estimates of budget author-
ity, outlays, and revenues are con-
sistent with the technical and eco-
nomic assumptions of S. Res. 209, a res-
olution to provide budget levels in the 
Senate for purposes of fiscal year 1999, 
as amended by S. Res. 312. The esti-
mates show that current level spending 
is above the budget resolution by $0.6 
billion in budget authority and above 
the budget resolution by $0.2 billion in 
outlays. Current level is $0.2 billion 
above the revenue floor in 1999. The 
current estimate of the deficit for pur-
poses of calculating the maximum def-
icit amount is $52.4 billion, less than 
$50 million above the maximum deficit 
amount for 1999 of $52.4 billion. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
port and transmittal letter dated May 
12, 1999, be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, May 12, 1999. 
Hon. PETE V. DOMENICI, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed report, 
my first for fiscal year 1999, shows the effects 
of Congressional action on the 1999 budget 
and is current through May 7, 1999. The esti-
mates of budget authority, outlays, and rev-
enues are consistent with the technical and 
economic assumptions of S. Res. 209, a reso-
lution to provide budget levels in the Senate 
for purposes of fiscal year 1999, as amended 
by S. Res. 312. This report is submitted under 
section 308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, as amended. 

Sincerely, 
DAN L. CRIPPEN, 

Director. 

Enclosures.

TABLE 1.—FISCAL YEAR 1999 SENATE CURRENT LEVEL 
REPORT, AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS, MAY 7, 1999

[In billions of dollars] 

Budget res-
olution S. 
Res. 312

Current 
level 

Current 
level over/

under reso-
lution 

ON-BUDGET
Budget Authority ...................... 1,452.5 1,453.1 0.6
Outlays ..................................... 1,411.3 1,411.5 0.2

Revenues: 
1999 ................................ 1,358.9 1,359.1 0.2
1999–2003 ...................... 7,187.0 7,187.7 0.7

Deficit .................................. 52.4 52.4 (1) 
Debt Subject to Limit .......... (2) 5,620.2 NA

OFF-BUDGET
Social Security Outlays: 

1999 ..................................... 321.3 321.3 0.0
1999–2003 .......................... 1,720.7 1,720.7 0.0

Social Security Revenues: 
1999 ..................................... 441.7 441.7 (1) 
1999–2003 .......................... 2,395.6 2,395.5 ¥0.1

1 Less than $50 million. 
2 Not included in S. Res. 312. 
NA = Not applicable.
Note.—Current level numbers are the estimated revenue and direct 

spending effects of all legislation that the Congress has enacted or sent to 
the President for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under 
current law are included for entitlement and mandatory programs requiring 
annual appropriations even if the appropriations have not been made. The 
current level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest information from the 
U.S. Treasury.

Source: Congressional Budget Office. 

TABLE 2.—SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 
1999 ON-BUDGET SENATE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT, AS 
OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS, MAY 7, 1999

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget au-
thority Outlays Revenues 

Enacted in Previous Sessions: 
Revenues .............................. .................... .................... 1,359,099
Permanents and other 

spending legislation ........ 919,197 880,664 ....................
Appropriation legislation ..... 820,578 813,989 ....................
Offsetting receipts ............... ¥296,825 ¥296,827 ....................

Total previously enacted 1,442,950 1,397,826 1,359,099
Entitlements and Mandatories: 

Budget resolution baseline 
estimates of appropriated 
entitlements and other 
mandatory programs not 
yet enacted ...................... 10,143 13,661 ....................

Totals: 
Total Current Level .............. 1,453,093 1,411,487 1,359,099
Total Budget Resolution ...... 1,452,512 1,411,334 1,358,919
Amount remaining: 

Under Budget Resolution .................... .................... ....................
Over Budget Resolution .. 581 153 180

Source: Congressional Budget Office. 
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DAIRY POLICY REFORM 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, Sec-
retary of Agriculture Glickman re-
cently announced reforms for the Fed-
eral milk marketing order system. 
These reforms were authorized by the 
1996 farm bill in an effort to modernize 
and streamline an out-dated and ar-
cane structure for pricing the nation’s 
milk. As was the case with other com-
modities, the farm bill intended that 
Federal dairy policy be more modern 
and market-oriented to reflect innova-
tions in the milk industry and to posi-
tion the United States to become a 
major trader in world markets. In an-
nouncing the reforms, Secretary Glick-
man said, ‘‘These reforms will help 
make sure that America’s dairy farm-
ers receive a fair price and that Amer-
ican consumers continue to enjoy an 
abundant, affordable supply of milk. 
Our changes will also simplify the 
wholesale milk pricing system, making 
it more market-oriented and more eq-
uitable.’’ The changes are positive 
steps toward accomplishing the goals 
stated by the secretary. The new struc-
ture is more market-oriented, more 
beneficial to consumers and more equi-
table to farmers across the Nation. 

During consideration of the 1996 farm 
bill, Congress could not agree on a pol-
icy to modernize milk marketing or-
ders. The task of designing a consumer-
friendly and market-oriented program 
was turned over to the Department of 
Agriculture. The Secretary was given 
until 1999 to design this new policy. In 
the interim between 1996 and 1999, Con-
gress allowed the northeast region of 
the country to set up a dairy compact 
in which producers could receive a 
higher price for their milk. Authority 
for the compact was scheduled to end 
with the implementation of the new 
milk marketing order policy. 

On January 2, 1998, as Secretary 
Glickman prepared to consider changes 
to federal dairy policy, I wrote to him 
suggesting several ways to make dairy 

policy more consumer friendly and 
market oriented. Included in my rec-
ommendations was an overhaul of 
Class I differentials which set the 
prices that farmers receive for fluid 
milk. Shortly thereafter, USDA re-
leased its proposed rule for milk mar-
keting order reform. The proposed rule 
contained seven different options for 
pricing structures and noted Secretary 
Glickman’s preference for the more 
market-oriented ‘‘Option 1B’’ for pric-
ing Class I milk. On February 25, 1998, 
I again wrote to Secretary Glickman in 
support of his commitment to a more 
market-oriented approach and made 
recommendations for other changes 
that modernize federal dairy policy. 

The contents of the final rule were 
highly controversial. No one interested 
in dairy policy—producers, processors 
or consumers—was satisfied. Con-
tradictory bills to amend portions of 
the final rule were introduced in both 
chambers of Congress. If I had written 
the final rule, I would have made some 
changes also. 

However, we should reflect on the en-
tire rule and the process that led to its 
promulgation. Because of the com-
plexity of, and controversies sur-
rounding, dairy policy, Congress, in the 
1996 farm bill, gave USDA the responsi-
bility to draw upon its expertise, con-
sult with the public and design a 
thoughtful milk marketing reform pol-
icy. USDA spent three years formu-
lating the reforms contained in the 
final rule. During this process, the de-
partment received more than 8,000 
comments from interested parties. The 
final rule, though not perfect, is more 
equitable to all the nation’s dairy 
farmers and pro-consumer. It is a good 
first step toward a policy that places 
the nation’s dairy industry in a posi-
tion to better meet the challenges of 
the global markets of the new century. 

When we begin deliberations on the 
next farm bill, we will have an oppor-
tunity to review and develop additional 
market-oriented reforms for dairy pol-
icy. But, I am convinced that the Con-
gress cannot improve upon the depart-
ment’s good-faith, balanced effort ei-
ther in committee or on the Senate 
floor. If dairy farmers approve the new 
policy in referenda in their order areas, 
we should allow the final rule to be im-
plemented on October 1, as scheduled, 
without intervening legislation and I 
will work toward that end.

f 

PARTICIPATION IN CLINICAL 
TRIALS—A BASIC HEALTH CARE 
RIGHT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a re-
cent article in the New York Times 
demonstrates the importance of clin-
ical trials in treating cancer and the 
serious problems that patients and re-
searchers are now facing because of the 
lack of adequate enrollment in these 
trials. 
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